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Training, TaSKs and "-edi°tox- Orientation

tn Heteroculturnl Negotiations

2,S9.t. Mayer, Hubert Touzard and David A. Sumers

University of Illinois

Abetract

The present study investigated tLe effects of cultural training, mediator

orientation, and taok characteristics upon betes-ocultural negotiation. Specif-

ically, Indian and American So negotiated child-rearing Issues mrder 3 American

training conditions (culture assimilator vs. traditional vn, irrelevant training),

3 mediator conditions (high vs. moderate vs. low WPC), ýmd 2 task conditions

(formal vs. informal negotiations). Results from 36 tcams consisting of one

American negotiator, one Indian negotiator and an American mediator suggest

the following: (a) Intregroup relations are facilitated when one member of the

negotiation group has received cultural training, and that programmed (assimila-

tor) training is more effective than traditicza.3 essay training; (b) intragroup

rea tions are facilitated if the negotiators are not required to defend positions

formally assigned to them, but are free to interact without such formal we*.

straints; and (c) when the task in formal. the negotiators are vmet effective

it the mediator in oriented townrds maintaining harmonious relations between

the negotiators (high LPC). If the negotiation situation is informal, the

negotiators art most effective it the mediator tends to be more task-oriented

(low TAPC).
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As pointed out by several Investigators (e.g., Lumdstedt, 1963; Smith

et al., 1963), when mmbers of divrse cult-res interact in a collective effort

to resolve a comon problem, the results of their interaction are often umsatis-

factory. 18 viev of the growng reliance upon negotiation as a man of Re-

solving international conflict, however, it has become increasingly iIpozant

that we discover how to minimize the adverse effects of cultural differences

in haterocultura1 interaction-particularly in the negotiation setting. In

this regard, the present study focuses upon the effects of (a) cultural train-

Ing, (b) mediator orientation, and (c) task characteristics upon Indian-Amrican

negotiation behavior.

Cultural Training. Recent laboratory studies (CQemers, Fiedler, labhy-ei

anda, and Stolurow, 1966) suggest that even very brief cultural training pro-

grum affect heterocultural group performance. Although their results oft*n

tell short of statistical significance, the evidence consistently pointed 1i

one direction: when American leaders of Arab-American task grouta ware expoaed

to concepts relevant to Arab culture, both task effectiveness and member rels-

tions were superior to that observed when leaders received only training in

Arab &eography.

I%- present study shifts cultural training from the leaders of hetero-

IIis study was supported by AUPA Order 454. Contract Mr 177-472, Monr-
1834(36) with the Advanced Sesearch Projects Agency and the Office of ravel
Do•azch to study "Co~uniuaiion, Cooperation and Negotiation in Culturally

Beterogneous Groups" (1. S. Fiedler, L. M. Stolurow and I. C. TrIandis, Princl-
pal Investigators).

21he data reported here were gathered under the direction of I.8.K. Sayar

and Hubert 7buzard; responsibility for the final analyses and for preparation
of the report rests with the third author.
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elultral greup to the American mmbers of Inde n-Amer Icon negotletion team,.

and t soc'uI pon the effectiveness of different cultural training techniques.

With regard to training technlqt-es, Chemera et al. employed a self-intruc-

tianal training program (designated a "cultural &s.l.ll•t.r") consisting af

58 critical Incidents involving Arb-Arican Interaction. N•v•rtheless,

It needs to be determined whether or not the programmed "cultural assimilator'

tocalquo is substantially more effective than a sore easily constructed 'acay

containing the same cultural concepts (i.e., a "traditional" technique).

Mediator Orientation. Several studies by Fiedler and his co-

workers (e.g., Anderson, 1966; Chesers et al,, 1966; Fiedler, Mouwese, and

Gonk, 1961) demonstrate that leadership style is an important determinant of

heterocultural group performance. Of particular concern are their findings

that under the stressful conditions of heterocultural group couposition, task-

oriented leaders (designated low LPC) are more effective than the considerate,

relations--orleated leaders (high LPC).

Although the roles of leader and mediator are conceptually similar, It

remainz to be deocstrated whether task vs. relations-orlsnted mediators are

differentially effective in beterocultural negotiation tasko.

Task Characteristics. According to most definitions of negotiation,

forml negotiation occurs when "representatives of two or more parties interact

in an attempt to reach a jointly acceptable solution to one or more problems

about which they are in disagreement" (McGrath, 1964). Note, however, that

wi can readily conceive of negotiation cooducted on an informal basis; i.e.,

bhea 8S ame instructed only to defend their own position* on a given Issue,

rather than the stated positions of other pnrties. While the informal negotia-

tion task would sees more relaxed and less stressful for the participants

(particularly in a heterocultural sltua2lon), It is by no means clear that this

I
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is indeed the cafe.

The purpose of the presert study, therefore, was to investigate the

effects of cultural training, mediator orientation and task characteristics

upon heterocultural negotiation behavior. With regard to negotiation behavior,

of particular concern here are (1) judged negotiation effectiveness, and

(2) intragroup relations, as inferred from S's judgments about both the nego-

tiation group and his negotiation opponent.

Method and Procedure

Experimental Design. Systematically varied in the present study were

types of culture training (culture assimilator vs. traditional training vs.

irrelevant training), mediator urientation (high v.. moderate vs. low LPC),

and task characteristics (formal vs. informal negotiation). Inasmuch as all

So participated in both the formal and informal negotiation tusks, the experi-

ment takes the form of a 3 x 3 factorial design with repeated measures over two

types of negotiaticn tasks.

Subjects. A total of 108 American and Indian graduate students at the

University of Illinois served as Ss. Specifically, there were 36 three-man

negotiation groups consisting of 1 American negotiator, I Indian negotiator,

and an American mediator. In the present analysis, only the 72 American and

Indian negotiators are treated as experimental So.

Negotiation Tasks. Two negotiation issues were selected so as to

generate disagreement between American and Indian So. A pretest questionnaire

administered to 50 American and 50 Indian So revealed that American and Indian

students differ substantially on their beliefs regarding two particular child-

rearing issues: (1) how and when children should receive money from the parents;

and (2) intervention of the grandparent into problems involving child
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discipline. On the basis of the pretest results, thes* issues are treated

as equivalent In the present experiment.

Negotiators in the formal negotiation task sere given positions to defend

with regard to one of the two child-rearing issues. Thus, the Indian So were

itntructed to act as representatives for Indian educational experts, and to

defend a specific position on the issue in question. With regar- to issue

S(1), the Un4±aL Sa were asked to oppose a ioegular wmetary allowance in chil-

,P. dren and the practice of giving c•ildren monetary rewards for chores complet.d

in the home. With regard to issue (2), the Indian Sa wer. asked to def-nid

tho acceptance of grandparental opinion and advice in the domain of child dis-

cipline. American So were similarly instructed to act as representatives for

American educational experts, and were assigned positions opposite those

"a~signed to the Indian negotiators.

os in the informal negotiation task ware simply instructed to indicate

their own positions on these two issues, and were then asked to defend those

positions in the negotiation situation. The positions taken by the American

and Indian So in the informal task did not differ substantially from the posi-

tions assigned SI in the formal task. Tbe- zrder in which S9 pirticiputed in

the formal and Intormal tasks was appropriately counterbalanced.

Mediator Characteristics. The 36 American 9a assigned to the role of

mediator completed a 17-item questionnaire consisting of bi-polar adjectivv

scales, (See Fiedler, 1964), on which S described his least preferred coworker

(LPC). On the basis of the favorableness of S's udgments, three types of

mediators were identified: high LPC (interaction-oriented), moderate LPC, and

low LPC (ta*K-oriented). Sr assigned the position of mediator did not differ

Ifle instrument employed to assess child-rearing beliefs Is described by

Tra-.ide, Davis. !analliou and Nassiakou {1965). Copies of this report are
available upon request.



significantly in terw of IQ, !.-9v1ous aspeebcO g rou leader* or ago-

tnvolve-&zt 1ith thV prOsent tMsk.

8s selected to sorve es sediators wore latructed to Aselet the negotlators

reach a solution to the issue vhile resmalnmnX imprtial.

Culture Tvainlig The 36 Amrt.ean So selerted to act a& asgotlators mers

randomly assigeid to three traizung caditlomi: a Oultre assimilator e.om±tlce*

a treditional training conditioc, and a geograpahy training condition.

8S In the culture se milsvtor o.adittion received a progrsd watf-lostrac-

tioaal book containing 50 Anoidents derived ft-on a reoent survoy of Incum

village life and chI4-'rearing practices (Minturn and Hitchcock, 1064). Rach

incident consisted of a i•rlf doscript4on 3 Inia bhehavi-Ar in tbc domain of

chIld-rearing, and cancludeo with 5 alternative explanation. for the behavior

described1 Each alternative directed the trainee to a feedback page coutaining

an evaluation of his ehoice; incorrect choices requisrd that the traioee retxur

to the incident and se#ec. a different alternative explanation.

Sm in the traditional training condition were exposed to essaouttaj the

saw material comprising the cultural assimllator, but in essay form. lbw,

So were provided appropriate reading* on Indian village lit. and CLild-roealg

practices frcm the Minturn and Hitchcock study (1904).

Sa in the o trt;nt• co"dition were provided training ssmd to

be irrelevant for the present task; specifically, these So reoeived nfUorwtion

regarding the 4CONU gIeOgfapby of India (see Lwls, 1964).

It should be noted that 8S were allowe" 4o proceed UwcuO trainin at

their own speed and that training reulred Approuimtely 2 hours In all ocodi-

tioms.

In order to "asse the effectivenwss of these three trainiUe techniques,

Ss completed a 20-item test focused upon Indian child-rearing practices prior
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to and follcwinW the trainiing stessions.

Procedure, Vpft caoplet~qn of tbe training oessions * both the !Indian]

anid America aewtiatots I,. the formal task condit ion received a booklet coa-

taining (1) a statemet of the negotiaition issu* and (2) the position *sob was

to defeag. 3a In the Informl task condition received a booklet containingj

s tatemet of Mhe nogotiation iAt'i.o, and a position shoat" on which 3 Indi-

Zae Us mao position. In order that So night be Informed of the position

Raving bees Instructed as to the zegotiatuon Issue and the position taken

by the, other particijiat, Be tare given 15 minutes in which to prepare for the

ensuing negotiation. After negotiation bad beguz, So were given 3s mninutes jn

which to reach a mutually acceptable solution, and to record this solution in

written Zozii

Rome~! Messures. Tan Amrican and ton Indian foemale; judges rated each

aegotfatIon o--come on four 7-point bi-polar adjective scales (e.g., acceptable-

unacCeptable). By sming over scales, each negotiation outcome was assigned

an 6ftattiveneas rating, mhere oach rating could fall between 4 vzd 28. On

the basis of these ratios two indices of negotiation eteectiveness were corn-

psated for each outcome: an American A representing the man of the American

Judges' ratings, and an Indian Inde representin the mean of the Indian

jrndg~s' ratings. Pow the Amrican judges, Inter-rater reliability was .80 for

megotiation topic I and .89 for topic 2. For the Indiam judges, Inter-rater

roliability mes .42 and .S8 for topics I and 2, respectively.

Zzadiately following each negotiation task, S. completed two question-

naires designod to masure So' evaluation of (a) the negotiation group, and

(2) the other negotiator. With regard to (a), S was Instructed to rate, his
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gotlatlon graoup an I- bi-polar adJective scales (e.g.. frienly-un1r14mdfy,

productive-unproductive, etc.) arranged in Soeantic Differential format. emsne,

an index of groW evaluat!on consisting of sumbed ratings was computed for

each 6. With regard to (b), 8 wes inAtructed to rate the other uvgctlator

In his group on 17 bi-polar adjective scales (e.g., pleossnt-Vapleasant,

efficient-inefficient, etc.) likeiooe ar•taned in Somintic Differential formt.

=re, also, an Index of fpiator evaluation co"seting of Puined ratings

was computed for each S.

_Results

Training Effectiveness. As can be "on in Table 1, the American go did

not very slgnifitcautly in familiarity with Indian culture prior to exposu~re

to the trsilnl4 materils.l At the conclu-P ou of training, culture knowledge

Scores differ~d sigiLltficantly, with So r.eievtnd cultural asslimilator training

obtainitn the highest scores, followed by §S receiving the traditional training.

So receiving the geography training failed to improve over their pre-test

scores,

*z'3otistion Iffectiveness. The effectiveiess indices obtained fro, the

American and Indian Judges (Tables 2 and 3) were analyred according to a 2

(Jadges) X 3 (Msdiator LPC) 1 3 (Tralnlng) factorial azalysis of variance

with repeated measures over two types of Task. This analysis yields three

statistically reliable rasults, coo of which can be accounted for by Judris'

response set: Indian judbes rated the negotiation outcome significantly higber

than did the Awrican Jutges, F (1.54) - 10.75, p < .01. In addition, sigln-

fiLant lteractimos vere found for Tasks X Mediators, F (2.54) a 4.40, p < .05,

and for Taskl X Mediators I Training, P (4.54) a 3.39, p < .05.

An can be seen in Figure 1, the Tsaks X Mediator interactLon may be

accounted for by the dlfforontiai effective•eas of high LPC (relationship-
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Is-

14 -- igh LPC Mediator

god LPC Mediator

12 Low JPC Mediator

I iJ
1ORMA.L I NPOEM"A

TASK

Fig. 1. Judged negotiation effectiveness according
to Tasks and Mediator Orientation



Table 1

Pre and Post-Test Cultoral Knoeledge Scores
According to Training Conditions

Training Condition Mean Culture Kn•wledg
Score

lq-78ST

Cultural Assimilator Training 3,00

"Traditional Training 2,75

GoogrRApY Training 3.*25

Krusdal-Wallis H N .25 (KS)

POST-STM

Culture Assimilator Trainin 18.9

Traditional Trainingr 11.5

Geography Training 4.0

Krunkal-Vallis H a 30.92

< .001

Note:- Because test score variance was not Lomogeneous over treatments,
Kruskal-Wallls nonparametric analysis of variance was employed.



T.blo 2

Judged Nlgotlatio n tXfctlvoamss (American Judges)
According to Training, Tasks, and Mediator LPC

LELPC Trawnng Training Tfta1.irg en

INIORMAL TASk ("NlV = 15.9)

Rio 15.8 17.1 13.9 13.58

Mo 19.5 19.4 14.9 18.0

Low 1410 11.9 15.9 13.9

ICUM&L TASK (MAN - 17.1)

01gb 16.1 12,3 16.7 15.1

Mod 13.2 17.v 19.4 17.1

LOW 18.4 19.2 19.4 19.0

Co1341
Mdeans 16,3 16.4 16.7



10

Tuble 3

Judged Ngottation Zffectlveini (Didian Judges)
Accordi•g to Tmining, Thak, amd Mediator LPC

A. ... ..... r no

d adiator tor itional O"grmby
LF Training ?Trainin Trainng~ Mfens.

rNYORML 8K ýMUN - 19.3)

High 18.3 19.0 20.1 19.1

Mod 21.1 20.5 18.3 20.0

Low 18.3 18.5 19. 18.8

1(NIIL W= (N - 18.7)

High 18.2 16.6 19.7 18.4

Mod 14.4 20,8 19.5 18.2

low 20.6 19.4 18.6 1915

Colum
Means 18.6 19.1 19.3
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Oriented) mediators In the formal and informal tasks. Specifically, these

mediators were the moot effective when the task was formal; in contrast, when

the task was informal, these mediators were the least effective. The Tasks X

Mdiato"r X Training interaction can be accounted for by the finding that the

reversal of high 2PC effectiveness over task conditions does not occur when

the negotiators have received only the geograpty training; here, the three

types of mediator are of near-equal effectiveness in both task conditions.

G .valuation. The group evaluation indices (Tables 4 and 5) obtained

from the American and Indian ft (negotiators) were analyzed according to a

2 (Subjects) X 3 (Mediators) X 3 (Traininw) factorial analysis of variance with

repeated measures over two types of regotiation Task. Of the statistically

reliable effects obtained, one can be attributed to response set bias: Indian

So rated their negotiation groups more favorably than did their American

coumterparts- P (1.54) - 10.64, p < .01. In addition, this analysis reveals

that evaluation indices vary according to Training, F (2.54) = 6.60, p < .01.

Moreover, significant interactions were found for Subjecto X Training,

F (2.54) a 4.55, p < .05; and for Subjects X Training X Tasks, F (2.54) = 3.38,

p < .05.

Individual comparisons reveaied that although So in the "cultural assimi-

lator" and traditional training conditions did not differ, Ss in both condi-

tions evidenced higher group evaluation indices than So in the geography

training condition (t - 3.15, p ( .01 and t * 3.12, p < .01. reepectively).

The Task effect in attributable to the finding that Ss' evaluations were

generally more favorable In the informal (84.16) than in the formal task

(81.65).

As can be seen in Figure 2, the Subjects X Training interaction can be

accounted for by the diiferentlal rtsponse of American and Indian So to the

training conditions. Thus, American So receiving traditional training evaluat-

ed their groups significantly higher than did So receiving the geography
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Assetlautor Traiing
--- Traditional Training

95 - - -Irrelevant Training

~90 0

83

400

TO

AI3RICAJI iDWI"

S~.o

Fig. 2. Awinrcan and Indian grouap evaluation indices
according to Amrican training
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AwNUM Grao lWus tics lMio.. AGCMorLM to1.L ~saulft. TABUa, AW aftatar LAP

?z~~WTrualan framiangMen

4016 90.0 78.5 83.0

-- 84,1 21.0 75.2 83.7

L 79.5 U6.0 0'7.5 "71.7

Rio 42.2 85.6 82.2 63.1

U1.7 84?7.0 8212

72.0 75.0' 68.5 71,2

Mams 79,9 85.4 74.6
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Indian OM* ]taluatlon Indio" According to
Training, l.aws, and senator LPC

,distor Arsimllator Traditlonal
LPC Training Training Tann

INP(ZUKL A (N 0 66.9)

HRIh 67.0 83.2 $Goa 6,

Mod 87.5 65.2 9.92 67.3

LOW 93.0 64.5 83.7 67.1

F L MM (MWAN - 84.8)

Hlgh 87.7 85.0 s4.5 65.7

Mod 87.0 81.2 83.7 64.0

LOW 92.7 62.5 79.0 64.7

Column

Mans 89,1 63.6 64.7
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training (t - 4.94, p C .01). On the other hand, Indian So interacting with

traditionally trained Americans responded less favorably than did -S inter-

acting with "culture assimilator" trained Be (t a 2.53, p < .01). Indeed.

India res wspes In the traditional training condition did not differ from

their responses when their up~nt had received only geography training

(tu .l, NS). The Subjects X Tasks X Training interaction ay be accounted

for by the finding that this reversal of group evaluation indices over So is

mot pronounced when the neotiatlon task is Informal.

Negotiator Rvaluaton. The negotiator *valuation indices (Tables 6 and

7) obtained from the Atwrican and Indizn S& were analyzed according to a 2

(Subjects) X 3 (Mediators) X 3 (Training) factorial analysis of variance with

repeated measures over two types of negotiation Task. This analysis reveals

that Sg' evaluatious of the other negotiator vary according to Tasks, F (1.54) =

7.11, p < .025; and according to Traininr X Subjects, F (2.54) = 4.24, p < .05.

With regard to Tasks, the results are consistent with those obtained en

the group evaluation analysis: Ss' evaluations of the other participant were

more favorable (115.91) when the task was informal than when It was formal

(112.98). The Subjects k Training interaction is likewise consistent with

the finding obtained in the group evaluation analysis. Thus, American evalu-

ations of their Indian opponent were quite high when the Anertcan Ss had re-

celved the traditional training, i.e., traditionally-trained Americans evaluat-

ed their Indian opponents more favorably than did either geography-trained

(t a 2,47, p < .01). In contrast, Indian ratings of traditionally trained

American gS did not differ from Indian ratings of American Ss who had received

irrelevant (geography) training.



Ainrleas 3valastlo las dof Otbew lulo"e Aooovdlag to

TraI~ntug T"Mk, mW 3041stov LIC

304±. tow Acesawlator ?a'.ditiomI GOagtsahy RON
LPC Tralsiftniaa AA

!WPQML TAUK (MX 12139)

High 113.7 153.5 2115.? 117,7

3411810 122.2 2108.7 113.7

L*W 100.2 128.2 100.? 106.4

P003L TAUK (AM - 109,4)

Rioh 114,2 121.0 11117 115.7

god 111,2 118.7 100.7 1(0.6

LW100.0 109.2 99.5 102.9

Colwin
weans 110.0 118.2 106.9
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Ilnd& IvSItlft of to• Other Aoca.tdig to
Itnll j , bA&M, &W bdiator L"C

1016fttr Assivd1ator idli;

IJMXXI '15 •A (W 117.9)

U91 7., 113.5 11657 11617

110.0 1102. 123.7 116.7

i ZLOW 132.5 116.2 112.5 120.00

EMAL' T (iM U. L116.6)

Rio 11215 107.7 118.5 116,2

K 111.7 109.7 112,5 113,3

LOW 133.7 115.7 111.0 120.2

Coluvofeans 123.7 112,2 113.8
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Discuss ion

These results lend support to previous findings (Chemors t al.., 1966)

that hoterocultural group performanoe is improved when the American particl-

pants received cultural training prior to group interaction. The notable

exception in this regard concerns the judged negotiation effectiveness indices;

here, the cultural training received by the Amarican So failed to Influence

the negotiation outcomes sufficiently to be reflected In the Judges' rattns.

That cultural training had no appaW~nt affect upon negotiation outcomes, how-

ever, points to the need for additional effectiveness criteria (e.g., Hamond,

1965), and also suggests that future studies might profitably investigate the

effects of training focused specifically upon interaction skills as well as

issue-relevant information.

Nevertheless, the data concerning Intrsgroup relations are cleur, regard-

less of the '.-..ning technique employed, when American 8s are exposed to

culturally-relevant information (i.e., Indian child-rearing practlces), the

negotiation groups are perceived sore favorably than when American So are

exposed only to information about Indian geography. Note, however, that when

the Indian judgments are considered separately, the training techniques were

indeed differently effective. Thus, when the American negotiator had been

trained by the programmed "culture assimilator" technique, the Indian B's

Judgments (about both the group and the other negotiator) were more fevorable

than those obtained when the Indian go interacted with a "traditionally"

tra.ned ,imerican. That the American judgments ebout the group and the other

negotiator were ln'.onsaitent with the Indian Judgments suggests that the

Indian Bs were more sensitive to the improved knowledleabllity of the Americans

than were the Americans themselves.

Zhe interaction of mediator orientation and task characteristics with
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regard to negotiation effectiveness can h" interpreted within Fiedler's (1964)

contingency model of leadership effectiveness. According to this model, low

LJPC (tlsk-ý.-tentedý leaders are likely to be mast effective in either highly

favorable or highly unfavorable tark situations, where "favorability" is

partially a function of intragroup relation-s. In contrast, high LPC (relations-

oriented) leaders are likely to be most effective in moderately favorable

StttuatiOns. In the present study, Sa' Judgments about both the group and

other negotiator strongly suggest that Intragroup relations were better

in the Informal than In the formal negotiation task. On the basis of these

indices of intragroup relations, we can then assume that the Informal task was

relat'vely more "favorable" for the mediator than the formal task. doreover,

In terms of absolute values of Sa' Judgments (see Tables 3 and 4), it is

reasonable to conclude that the informal task was highly favorable, while the

formal task was "moderately" favorable; i.e., even in the formal task, Sa'

Judgments about both the group and the other negotiator were generally positive.

Having thus classified the negotiation tasks in terms of favorability for the

mediator, the present results are predictable from Fiedler's contingency

model: high LPC med4ators are most effective in the formal (moderately

favorable) task, and least effective in the informal (highly favorable) task.

To summarize, these results suggest the following with regard to hetero-

cultural negotiations:

I) Intragroup relations are facilitated when one member of the negotia-

tion group has reneived training focused on concepts relevant to the

culture of the other; moreover, training by maans of uelf-instruc-

tional program is more effective than training by a traditional essay.

2) Intragroup relations are facilitated if the participants are not

required to defend positinna formally attributed tM their ýIton- I

constituvi.ts, but rather are permitted to interact without such

formal restraints.
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3) When the negotiation task Is forml, the negotiators are most effec-

tive if the mediator is oriented primarily toward maintaining bar-

mo niou 2latlons between the negotiators. In contrast, when the

negotiation task is informal, the maintenance of good interpersonia

relationu Is apparently less difficult and need not be a concern of

the mediator; here, the negotiators are most effective if the media-

tor tends to be task-oriented.

It should be n-,ad, however, that the present findings are subject to

several important limitations. Inasmuch as the Indian So were students in an

American university, they mwy have perceived ,xemselves as "guests" in another

culture; If so, their nagottation bevhavior mayhave been different bid the

negotiationr taken placc elsewhere. Moreover, the negotiation ismue (child-

rearing practices)-may not have been one with which the participants were

highly involved. Had the task involved a major socio-political issue, the

behavior of the bchavlor of the participants my have been quite different.

Despite these llimtatlons, th- broad implications of the study are clear:

cultural training, medlatoar orientation and task characteristics are important

determinants of heterocultural negotiation behavior. Whether or not the

specific findings reported here have generality beyond the confines of the

present laboratory situation remains for future research.
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13. ABST•ACT

7he prevent study investigated the ef2octe of cultursl
training, mediator orientation, and task characteriatics upon
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negotiation group has reoeived cultural training, and that program-
med (assimilator) training Is umre effective than traditional
essay training; (b) lntragroup relations are facilitated if te
negotiators are not required to defend positions formally aIssigmad
to then, but are free to .'nteract vithout such formal restraints;
and (c) when the taok is formal, tr. negotiators are not ef*fec-
tire if the mediator is oriented towards mintsaining harnmouios
relatioas between the negotiators (high LPO.), If the negotltion
situation is informal, the negotiators are moet effective ifthe
mediator teWNd to be more task-orlented (low L0).
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